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Art Unit: 2162 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications through the applicants amendment, 
and Request for Continued Examination (RCE), filed on 11/15/2005. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 1 1, 12, 15, 21, 23, 25-30, 32-34 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as based on a disclosure which is not enabling. The 
implementation steps of deriving a unique identifier from a portion of a processed 
image, wherein the portion being less than a whole of the processed image which are 
critical to the practice of the invention, but not included in the claim(s) is not enabled by 
the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). 

Regarding independent claims 1, 8, 15, 21, 29, without sufficient disclosure of the 
steps essential in implementing the applicant's claimed subject matter of "deriving a 
unique identifier for the one processed image, the unique identifier being derived from a ^ N 
portion of the one processed image, the portion being less than a whole of the one 
processed image", a person of ordinary skill in the art will not know how to generate a 
unique image identifier based only on a portion of that image, because two different 
images may consist certain portions of contents that are the same but different in the 
other portions, and may get exactly the same identifiers if the identifiers of these two 
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different images are derived from the same portions of these two images, hence not 
unique. 

Furthermore, without sufficient disclosure of the steps essential in implementing 
the applicant's claimed subject matter of "the unique identifier being derived such that if 
a different image of the processed images shares the unique identifier, the unique 
identifier indicates that all content inside the different image is identical to all content 
inside the one processed image", a person of ordinary skill in the art will not know how 
to generate an image identifier based only on a portion of that image and guarantee that 
the content of that image will be the same as the content of another image that shares 
the same image identifier generated using the same method, because the contents 
between these two images can be same on the portions used to generate the image 
identifiers, but different on the portions which are not used to generate the image 
identifiers. The specification discloses in page 14 that the unique identifier can be 
derived from a portion of the compressed image without any further explanation. 
Without sufficient support of essential steps in the specification, a person of ordinary 
skill in the art will not know how to make and use the invention as claimed in the 
applicant's invention. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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5. Claims 1.2,4, 5 f 8. 9, 11. 12. 15, 21, 23, 25-30, 32-34 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding independent claims 1,8, 15, 21 , 29, the claimed subject matter "the 
unique identifier being derived such that if a different image of the processed images 
shares the unique identifier, the unique identifier indicates that all content inside the 
different image is identical to all content inside the one processed image" renders the 
claim indefinite. If a different image shares the unique identifier, the unique identifier 
then is not unique. The examiner assumes that a "different" image is different from the 
image being compared with. If two images are identified by same filenames (i.e. 
identifiers) and containing same contents, they are by no means two "different" images. 
The claim language is confusing and needs further clarification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 1 1, 12, 15, 21, 23, 25-30, 32-34 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stuart ("Netware Mobile extends network to 
off-line users"), further in view of Spanbauer ("Happy 2000-or 1900!. Qwerty versus 
Dvorak. Stop a hard disk from churning"), further in view of Suzuki et al, "Suzuki", (EP 
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Patent No. 1,150,207), further in view of Hollingsworth et al, "Hollingsworth - Binary", 
("Binary Version Management for Computational Grids"), and further in view of Gramlich 
et al., "Gramlich", (U.S. Patent No. 5,202,982). 

With respect to claim 1, Stuart discloses a method ...comprising: 
assigning each of a plurality of data files to one of a plurality of specific 
corresponding downloadable file groups (See for example: col. 3 - col. 4, wherein 
administrators can create file groups consisting of commonly shared files which users 
can download in one shot); and 

selectively sending parts of files that have changed from the source device to the 
client device (See col.1 - col. 2, wherein users have the option of only updating parts of 
files that have changed). 

However Stuart does not explicitly teach a method comprising generating 
processed images and a listing of unique identifiers by compressing together data files 
assigned to the downloadable file group..., and deriving a unique identifier, storing the 
processed images and the listing .... comparing the listing of unique identifiers ... and 
selectively sending processed images ... 

Spanbauer teaches a method that for each downloadable file group: 
compressing together data files assigned to the downloadable file group to form 
one processed image of the processed images (See for example: page 2 paragraph 12 
- page 3 paragraph 1 , wherein as collection of files are compressed into one or more 
archive files, it is obvious that these archive files are processed images each contain 
files compressed into a group corresponding to an archive file); 
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deriving a unique identifier of the unique identifiers for the one processed image 
(See for example: page 2 paragraph 12 - page 3 paragraph 1 , wherein it is obvious that 
each archive filename is a derived unique identifier of the processed image which 
consists of many compressed files whose filenames are also unique identifiers). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to compress data files to form one processed image as disclosed 
by Spanbauer for the files assigned to a group as taught in Stuart to speed and simplify 
downloading (See for example: page 3 paragraph 1). One of ordinary skill in the art 
would be motivated to make the aforementioned combination with reasonable 
expectation of success. 

However the combination of Stuart and Spanbauer does not explicitly teach a 
method comprising deriving a unique identifier from a portion of the one processed 
image, the portion being less than a whole of the one processed image, the unique 
identifier being derived such that if a different image of the processed images shares 
the unique identifier, the unique identifier indicates that all content inside the different 
image is identical to all content inside the one processed image generating a listing of 
unique identifiers, storing the processed images and the listing of unique identifiers 
comparing the listing of unique identifiers ... and selectively sending processed images 

Suzuki teaches a method comprising: 

generating a listing of unique identifiers; and storing the processed images and 
the listing of unique identifiers to a source device (See for example: col. 1 lines 48-57, 
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wherein the files stored on the server side and will eventually be stored in to the client 
are equivalent to the processed images and the update list containing version specific 
information illustrate a listing of unique identifiers being generated); 

comparing the listing of unique identifiers with a current listing of unique 
identifiers in a client device (See for example: col. 2 lines 10-34, wherein the file 
specifying part specifies the files to obtain in the latest condition by comparing the local 
update list with the update list sent from the server site); and 

selectively sending processed images from the source device whose unique 
identifiers appear in the listing of unique identifiers but not in the current listing of unique 
identifiers in the client device (See for example: col. 2 lines 10-34, wherein the file 
specifying part selects the files to obtain in the latest condition by comparing the local 
update list with the update list sent from the server site and by requesting the selected 
files from the server, the server transfers the selected files to the client). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the steps of generating .... storing comparing ... 
and selectively sending ...as disclosed by Suzuki into the file downloading and updating 
method as disclosed in the combination of Stuart and Spanbauer in order to provide a 
client-server system in which software is automatically updated (See for example: col. 1 
lines 40-42). One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to make the 
aforementioned combination with reasonable expectation of success. 

However the combination of Stuart, Spanbauer, and Suzuki does not explicitly 
teach a method comprising deriving a unique identifier from a portion of the one 
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processed image, the portion being less than a whole of the one processed image, the 
unique identifier being derived such that if a different image of the processed images 
shares the unique identifier, the unique identifier indicates that all content inside the 
different image is identical to all content inside the one processed image. 

"Hollingsworth - Binary" teaches a method comprising deriving a unique identifier 
from the content of the one processed image (See for example: pages 3-4 section "3. 
Content Naming Explained", particularly page 4 lines 2-6, "A CDN provides all of its 
benefits by converting a package name from a name and version number meaningful to 
a developer into a Content-Derived Name that can be used to check library integrity and 
support secure remote retrieval. Since this name is probabilistically guaranteed not to 
conflict with other library names, it may be shared between different computers without 
fear of name duplication", since the Content-Derived Name is derived from the content 
of the package, which is equivalent to a processed image, it is obvious that it is derived 
from a portion of the package). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the content-derived name as disclosed by "Hollingsworth - 
Binary" as a unique identifier for the processed image as disclosed in the combination of 
Stuart, Spanbauer, and Suzuki. By assigning Content-Derived Names, it is guaranteed 
that each version of each package has a unique name (page 4 section 4.1 , lines 5-6) 
and one of the best features of the CDN systems is that it permits automatic 
downloading of missing software components (page 5 section 4.2 lines 1-2). One of 
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ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to make the aforementioned combination 
with reasonable expectation of success. 

However the combination of Stuart, Spanbauer, Suzuki and "Hollingsworth - 
Binary" does not explicitly teach that the unique identifier is derived from a portion of the 
one processed image, the portion being less than a whole of the one processed image, 
the unique identifier being derived such that if a different image of the processed 
images shares the unique identifier, the unique identifier indicates that all content inside 
the different image is identical to all content inside the one processed image. 
Gramlich teaches that the unique identifier is derived from a portion of the one 
processed image, the portion being less than a whole of the one processed image (col. 
7, lines 47-49, "The hash value may be generated by any one of many ways which 
derive the hash values from the contents of the database component file"; col. 7, lines 
53-61, "Preferably, the hash value is a sum of various key pieces of information to be 
contained in the database component file. For example, if the information to be 
contained in the database component file is the information shown in FIG. 3c, the hash 
value would be generated as follows: a separate hash value is computed for each of the 
sections in the file and the hash value incorporated into the file name is the sum of the 
hash values for each of the sections in the file"), the unique identifier being derived such 
that if a different image of the processed images shares the unique identifier, the unique 
identifier indicates that all content inside the different image is identical to all content 
inside the one processed image (col. 2, line 52 - col. 3, line 3, "Preferably the name of 
the file is generated by computing a hash value from the sum of the contents of the file 
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and concatenating the hash value to the name of the file. ... In addition, through the 
selection of heuristic methods for computing the hash value, a high degree of 
confidence can be maintained that the file names are unique. Furthermore, because the 
database component file names are unique for each source file, the process of 
searching for the correct file is simplified ... because the file name is unique for a 
particular file contents and a query or search program can safely assume that any file 
with the same name was generated from the same source file"). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to derive a unique identifier for the processed image as disclosed in 
the combination of Stuart, Spanbauer, Suzuki, and "Hollingsworth - Binary", from a 
portion of the one processed image as disclosed in Gramlich, in order to provide a 
means for checking the integrity of the database with the current version of the source 
file (col. 2, lines 29-31 ). One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to make the 
aforementioned combination with reasonable expectation of success. 

Claim 2 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1 and 
furthermore Suzuki teaches a method wherein the source device includes at least one 
server device (See for example: title). 

Claim 4 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1 and 
furthermore Stuart teaches a method wherein assigning data files to downloadable file 
groups further includes assigning a plurality of related function data files to one 
downloadable file groups (See for example: col. 3 - col. 4). 
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Claim 5 is rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for 
claim 1 and furthermore Suzuki discloses a method comprising sending the processed 
image and the listing of unique identifiers to a client device that stores the processed 
image and the listing of unique identifiers in a persistent memory (See for example: col. 
1 lines 48-57). 

Claim 25 is rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for 
claim 1 and furthermore Spanbauer discloses a method wherein the one processed 
image for the downloadable file group has a ".cim" extension (See for example: page 2 
paragraph 12 - page 3 paragraph 1 , wherein it is obvious that each archive file is 
identified by a unique file name and a file extension selected for use is just a design 
choice and therefore does not have any patentable weight). 

Claims 8, 9, 11, 12 and 26 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons 
given above for claims 1 , 2, 4, 5 and 25. 

Claims 15 and 27are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given 
above for claims 1 and 25. 

Claim 21 is rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for 
claim 1 , and furthermore Stuart teaches a network (See Title). 

Claim 34 is rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for 
claim 21 and furthermore Spanbauer discloses a system wherein the client device is 
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further configured to access at least a subset of content associated at with downloaded 
processed images through a compressed file system driver, the compressed file system 
driver being configured to open and decompress content of the downloaded processed 
images using a compression scheme implemented by the server device to compress 
together the data files (page 1 , paragraph 12 - page 2, paragraph 1 ). 

Claims 23 and 28 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given 
above for claims 4 and 25. 

Claims 29, 30, 32, 33 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons 
given above for claims 1,2,4, 5. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to all the pending claims have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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